Appendix — The Critics’ Den

s g R

f-:..l n T:I{k-:' L‘.I.ru of Himself!!

Turri 'ffl!! :.{H.??{L':r .”IL
[Hebhrews 4

The Monarch of the Booksyww.kjv1611.org/Products, Other Items, Postcards

Introductory Statement

As indicated in the main body of this work, thetica of the 1611 Holy Bible are
“legion” Mark 5:9. This appendix seeks to draw the maiticems together
under some basic headings and provide answersiriniis author’s view, would
satisfy a King James Bible believer if not a Kirsgnks Bible critic.

All else can be resolved ‘@he judgment seat of ChristRomans 14:10.

The first criticisms to be addressed are dbdenominenattacks on King James'1
It should be kept in mind that in no way do thettacks directly impinge on the
textof the 1611 Holy Bible.

Huffing King - Tyrant, Freemason, scoundrel, intriguer and wétse

An llluminati Freemason, a Messianic Jew, Papisingewder Plotters and
Christian fundamentalists can be found united @irtbpposition to King James'1
Even if in varying degrees, they come together Bidate and Herod did against
the Lord Jesus Christ.

“And the same day Pilate and Herod were made frisridgether: for before they
were at enmity between themselveasike 23:12.

Even Alexander McClure who wrofEranslators Revivedrefers on one occasion
to James L as“the huffing king” As indicated, McClure was a staunch American
Republican and perhaps not too kindly disposedrigsk



It is not the purpose of this work to dissect a# triticisms leveled against James
1*' in detail “for all have sinned and come short of the glory @od” Romans
3:23 but some over-arching comments should be made.

Dr Ruckman has this statement about how the cutidéing James *ikeep silent
about the enemies that afflicted James during \Wis Idetime. Capitalizations are
Dr Ruckman'’s.

“No mention is usually made of the Jesuit plot TRIKTHE KING AND BOMB

THE PARLIAMENT THAT HAD CALLED FOR THE TRANSLATI@60D4). No

mention ismade of the fact that the Dedicatory identifies Btope as the “man of
sin” (2 Thess. 2:3), though NO TRANSLATION SINCESHMRED TO BRING
UP THE SUBJECT.”

American Baptist pastor Dr Phil Stringer agfees

“James survived four assassination attempts, thetrfamous of which was the
Gunpowder Plot of 1605. A Roman Catholic agenty Gawkes, had planted
several barrels of gunpowder in the basement ofifdaent. He planned to blow
up the Parliament building while James was addregshe Parliament. His plot
was disclosed and defeated. The English stillozate the survival of James and
the Parliament...- Guy Fawkes Day.”

A Catholic ambassador, Nicolo Molin, said this abdames at the time of the
Gunpowder PIdt

“...He is a Protestant...The king tries to extensl Rrotestant religion to the whole
island [of Britain]. The King is a bitter enemy ajur religion (Roman
Catholic)...He frequently speaks of it in termscohtempt. He is all the harsher
because of this last conspiracy (Gun Powder Plggimst his life...He understood
that the Jesuits had a hand in it.”

It should be noted how much the Jesuitsted the 1611 Holy Bible, along with the
king who approved its translation.

This is from The Secret Plgncompiled in the Jesuit College near Turin in
Northern Italy in 1825. The plan was written up Fry Leone, SJ, translated and
published in 1848 by Augusta Cooke. This is whatesuits had to say about the
Authorized King James Bible of 1611.

“Then the Bible, that serpent which with head er@ud eyes flashing threatens us
with its venom while it trails along the groundalifbe changed into a rod as soon
as we are able to seize[it881, Revised Version, Westcott and Hort, Camleidg
University; 1881, ‘Originals-onlyism,” Hodge and Vflald, Princeton Theological
Seminary, Traitors, heady, highminded”2 Timothy 3:4] . . . for three centuries



past this cruel asp has left us no repose. You kmeNv with what folds it entwines
us and with what fangs it gnaws us.”

The Jesuit collusion in the Gunpowder Plot is doentad inJesuit Plots from
Elizabethan to Moder{1930s] Times by Albert Close, The Protestant Truth
Societywww.protestant-truth.org/bookshop/

See alsavww.wildernesspublications.org/contents/en-uk/dfilh

David Ralstofi is another American Baptist pastor who has writtetooklet
entitled The Real King JamesHe makes it clear that much of the criticism of
James stems from two main sources. One“ihdsFontenay, an agent for Mary
Stuart who plotted for James’ throne” and who “feistd much of the slanderous
assault against the king.” The other was Anthony Weldofwho successfully
blackened King James through the pen portrait st filublished in 1650...Antonia
Fraser writes, “In fairness to James, (Weldon) ddauever be quoted without the
important rider that he had been excluded from Cocircles and had in
consequence, a pathological hatred of the StuaNgldon has had his revenge for
the slight injuries done to him.”

Critics of the 1611 Holy Bible charge James withréating Non-conformists such
as Baptists. Ralston states:

“The Puritans and Baptists, both sincere and hodpple, resisted the attempt to
be brought under the authority of the Bishop. Hueing James had given
religious freedom but now, without his approvak furitans suffered persecution
by the official church. In 1612, James imprisondtbmas Helwys, a Baptist
preacher. Helwys had preached that the King ardGhurch of England had no
right to dictate religious beliefs for English sabjs.”

Given the strength of the crown in the time of Jartile Thomas Helwys may have
fallen foul of Proverbs 20:2.

“The fear of a king is as the roaring of a lion: wiso provoketh him to anger
sinneth against his own solil

Ralston has this conclusion about the real reasontife manifold criticisms
levelled against King James'1 Note how Ralston’s conclusion is supported by
the Jesuit statement he Secret Plagited above.

“King James was regarded by those of his own timeéTne British Solomon.”
He wanted the Holy Word of God to be in the hanfdpewmple, not chained to
pulpits or hoarded in the cellars to be read onjyGreek scholars...

“Do the critics of the Holy Word of God believe yhean discredit the preserved
authoritative scriptures by destroying the repuatof the man who helped bring



it to the people? | am of the conviction that timdeed is the real cause of the
slander against James.”

So is this author, especially when the identitythef most implacable enemies of
both James and the Bible associated with his namemasked.

This site www.jesus-is-lord.com/kinginde.htnihas a considerable amount of
detailed information about King Jame® 1lt includes the Basilicon Doron, the
Kingly Gift that James wrote in 1598 to his somee Henry, to instruct him in the

manners, morals and ways of kingship.

James wrote as follows on the scriptures and otydivdg.

“But when ye read the Scripture, read it with a sfied & chast eare: admire
reverently such obscure places as yee understatidbteoming onlie your owne
incapacitie; read with delite the playne placesgdastudie carefullie to understand
those that are somewhate difficile: preasse to ge@d textuardgstudent] for the
Scripture is ever the best interpreter of it selfe...

“Since al that is necessarie for salvation is comad in the Scripture: for in

anything that is expresly commanded or prohibitethe booke of God, ye cannot
be over precise even in the least thing, countvmgryesin (not according to the
light estimation and common use of it in the wordit as the book of God
counteth of it.”

Any young person could benefit from reading the ilR@s Doron, including
another young prince named Henry and all his fisegnadd family.

Australian researcher Jill, Duchess of Hamiftbas remarked on how the reading
of the scriptures, as urged by King James, cameet®fit both his subjects and
those of later monarchs, including one of Britaimest distinguished prime

ministers, William Gladstone. (Note that this arthad no idea of the existence
of Jill Hamilton’s book until Christmas 2010, whetrwas gifted to us by our elder

son. God and our son are to be greatly thankethi®book!).

Jill Hamilton states that successive generation® waught the King James Bible
in church every Sunday and that for many familiee,1611 Holy Bible was their
only book, which they read and studied each dajl. agpects of the Book sank
into their minds and as Dr David Starkey said, sdajineir minds. Se@hy this
Story — about a 400 year-old Book2ill Hamilton describes further how the 1611
Holy Bible fashioned the music, morals and sensadeftity of its English-
speaking readers, including the highest in the.laighe explains that William
Gladstond four times prime minister of Great Britain, puhled a book on the
1611 Holy Bible during his last prime minister-ship892-1894, which ended
when he was aged 84, Britain’s oldest serving pmn@ster. Gladstone’s book is
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entitled The Impregnable Rock of Holy ScriptireAccording to Jill Hamilton, the
book was described as“@efence of Biblical infallibility by [an] Evangetal
British Prime Minister.””

She quotes Gladstone’s famous saying about the H6ly1Bible™®.

‘I have known ninety-five of the world’s greatesemimin my time, and of these
eighty-seven were followers of the Bible. Theiblstamped with a Specialty of
Origin, and an immeasurable distance separata®ihfall competitors.”

See alsHalley’s Bible Handboolby Dr Henry H. Halley, 24 Edition, Regency
Zondervan, 1965, p 18.

As one of the most renowned ministers of the CroWilliam Gladstone’s
testimony to the 1611 Holy Bible is in turn a tesiny to the wisdom and insight
of King James *tand his translators and a fulfillment of Prove28s29.

“Seest thou a man diligent in his business? he drethnd before kings; he shall
not stand before mean men

Finally, the following publications are extremelglpful for learning about King
James 1

King James Unjustly Accusethy Stephen A. Coston Snr., Konigswort, 7248 34
Avenue North, St. Petersburg, Florida 33710-1315.

King James And His Translatotsy Gail Riplinger, A. V. Publications, Corp.,
www.avpublications.com

Awful Apocrypha- in the 1611 1611 Holy Bible (repetition is deliaie)

Critics of the 1611 Holy Bible point out that th611l and other early editions of
the Authorized Bible contained the Apocrypha Article 6 of the Church of
England’s Thirty-nine Articles of Religiorists these books separately from the
Books of the Old and New Testaments and states“thatChurch doth read
[these books] for example of life and instructionn@anners; but yet doth it not
apply them to establish any doctrine.”

In other words, the Church of England and othetd3tant denominations do not
perceive the Apocrypha as part of the scripturdie Tatholic Church does and
includes them as scripture in its bibles such as Mouay-Rheims and the
Jerusalem Bible.

The critics therefore try to make out that the 16idly Bible is a Catholic Bible
through guilt by association.

However, they do not refer the reader directly tdicde 6 of the Church of
England.



Neither do they openly admit that the Apocrypha wastainedbetweenthe
Testaments of the 1611 1611 Holy Bible and all o#wditions that contained the
Apocryphd?,

Nor do they disclose that the Apocrypha was nesexd as part of the Holy Bible
on the title page of the 1611 1611 Holy Bible. Seeompanying figure.

Nor do they acknowledge openly that the inclusibthe Apocrypha was a legal
requirement in the ¥6and 17" centuries forll printed bibles, not only the 1611
Holy Bible.

Some critics are, however, evidently now awarehesé facts and of the fact that
KJB supporters are aware of them too. The crtiesefore approach the subject
of the Apocrypha obliquely, on the basis that sofolx (unidentified) had
‘concerns’ that King James and his translators taol high a regard for the
Apocrypha.’

Which innuendo means absolutely nothing.

As Solomon saidGo from the presence of a foolish man, when thoerpeivest
not in him the lips of knowledgeProverbs 14:7.

The calumny against King Jame3 dn the basis of the Apocrypha may also be
likened to that which was directed at the Lord 3eShrist.

“And many of them said, He hath a devil, and is maadhy hear ye him?”John
10:20.

The answer is found in the next verse and the bésd mentioned is not merely
physical.

“Others said, These are not the words of him thatth a devil. Can a devil open
the eyes of the blind?”

The KJB is unsurpassed in curing spiritual blindnes Psalm 119:130 shows.
“The entrance of thy words giveth lightit giveth understanding unto the
simple”

SeeThe Word of a King, Ecclesiastes 8:4

The critics of the 1611 Holy Bible, however, seeot to recogniséthe blindness

of their heart” Ephesians 4:18, according to John 9:40-41, witbpeet to
Pharisees who did not die out in tifeckntury A.D.:

“And some of the Pharisees which were with him hdathese words, and said
unto him, Are we blind also? Jesus said unto thelihye were blind, ye should
have no sin: but now ye say, We see; therefore ysinrremaineth.”




The critics’ sin of opposing the 1611 Holy Biblemaineth to the present hour.

e e e————

g+ Cont;c}r'nlng the Gld Tellament,

ANED THE NEW

1611 1611 Holy Bible, Title Pagk

PC C of E? -The Anglican compromise — or the Baptist builder?

Critics declare that the 1611 Holy Bible was no entlnan a typical Anglican
compromise such that it was the power of the Chofdingland that secured the
new translation’s success after the restoratidgh@fmonarchy in 1660.

Commentators who aret members of the Church of England say otherwisse S
remarks underThe Word of a King, Ecclesiastes 8:4Not formalized but
Authorized These further comments are notewotthy



Dr. Ruckman state$'We are reminded ten times a year that (the trasts)
were baby-sprinkling Anglicans under a King who Imaduse for Baptists; you are
NOT told they produced THE BOOK that built the NGIERN AND SOUTHERN
BAPTIST CONVENTION IN AMERICA and produced the l&#gest Sunday
Schools the world has ever seen. NO WRITER ONSBHEIECT OF THE KING
JAMES BIBLE GIVES YOU HALF THE “FACTS.” He deatdyowith the bare
substance: the number of translators (54), the remdf companies (six - at
Oxford, Cambridge, and Westminster), the effeminatyKing James, Hugh
Broughton’s criticism of the translation, King Jashéanti-Presbyterianism,” and
the archaic language of the “original.” This is éhstock-and-trade of twentieth
century apostate scholarship.

““No mention is usually made of the Jesuit plot ROLL THE KING AND BOMB
THE PARLIAMENT THAT HAD CALLED FOR THE TRANSLATI@6D4). No
mention is made of the fact that the Dedicatoryiifies the Pope as the “man of
sin” (2 Thess. 2:3), though NO TRANSLATION SINCESHMRED TO BRING
UP THE SUBJECT.

““No mention is found of a supernatural chapter amerse numbering system that
would astound a professional gambler in Las Vegdithough the SCHOLARS’
UNION simply ignores it as “verse numbers made evhitling horseback.” No
mention is made of an order of Books that is AGAINI®e Hebrew original
manuscripts (scholars’ cliché: more properly “AN¥t of Hebrew manuscripts
making up the Orthodox Hebrew canon”), so thatRREMILLENNIAL COMING
OF CHRIST is indicated by the order of those Boek&LTHOUGH THE
TRANSLATORS WERE NOT PREMILLENNIAL.

“Finally, no mention is made of the amazing fabat, to this day, this Book can
be taught to children 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 yeald without ANY OTHER
VERSION, and they can get saved, called to prdaghseparated lives, and grow
up as NON-BABY SPRINKLING, PREMILLENNIAL ANTI-CATHZS.”

““By their fruits ye shall know them”(Matt. 7:20).™

Dr Ruckman’s comment clearly refutes the chargesnagthe 1611 Holy Bible of
Anglican compromise. Moreover, his comment countaost of the over-arching
objections to the 1611 Holy Bible raised by itstdatday critics, whom Dr
Ruckman rightly labels dapostate”

However, critics object specifically to several dsrnn the 1611 Holy Bible that
they declare give unscriptural support to Churckrgland tradition.

One example is the woftaster” in Acts 12:4. The critics maintain that the word
supposedly reinforces the unbiblical church calendgainst which Paul warns in



Galatians 4:10-11. The critics insist that the dvan Acts 12:4 should be
“Passover” because ‘the Greek’ gascha

The critics fail to appreciate that Paul is actpakbuking the Galatians in
Galatians 4:10 becaus¥e observe days, and months, and times, and ygars
which is an embarrassing statement for a suppogedhAnglican translation.

However, one conspicuously anti-1611 Holy Biblgicns James White, author of
The King James Only ControversyHoming in on Acts 12:4, he insists, pp 233-
234, 241, by reference to the supposed populaepgon of Easter, the writings of
the secular historian Josephus with respect todHana the term th¥east of the
Jews” in John 2:13; 2:23; 6:4, 11:55 that the téfPassover” includes“the days

of unleavened bread’so that the termiEaster” cannot be justified on the basis
that the Passover for that year was already past.

Drs Gipp>, Holland® and Moormal have shown that all the critics, including
James White, are wroffy

Dr Gipp states, his emphasé&Bhe days of unleavened bread are NEVER referred
to as the Passover. (It must be remembered tleadnigel of the Lord passed over
Egypt onone night, not seven nights in a row...)

“Verse 3 shows that Peter was arrested during thgsdf unleavened bread (April
15-21). The Bible saysThen were the days of unleavened bread.” The Passover
(April 14™) had already come and gone Herod could not possibly have been
referring to the Passover in his statement concgyritaster. The next Passover
was ayear away’

Note that Dr Gipp’s book¥he Answer BoglkGipp’s Understandable History of
the Bible one of the most extensive histories of the KJBrimt and his booklet

entitled Answers to the Ravings of a Mad Plundgteat refutes a variety of basic
objections to the KJB are all extremely helpfulhey are available from Daystar
Publishing www.daystarpublishing.org/king-james-defense/

Dr Holland states, in response to Whitdpne of this deals with the fact that in
Scripture Passover came before the Days of Unleav@&read. In Mark 14:1 we
read, “After two days was the feast of the passoaad of unleavened bread.”
Passover precedes the Days of Unleavened Bread iavdre New Testament.
None of the verses cited by White change thisfadfy three of them simply state
that Passover was near (John 2:13; 6:4 and 11:53®dhn 2:23 speaks of many
making a surface pretense of believing in Chrighatfeast of the Passover. None
of these verses show the two events as being ¢Rlbesdover” as White states. As
for Herod observing the Jewish feasts, this medtiths because as a politician he
obeyed whatever was [convenient] for him while afitigal power, including both
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Jewish and Roman holidays. And, it should be rdmeesd, that this
“conspicuous observer of the Jewish customs andhlst had just put James to
death and was himself about to die by the handaaf fér setting himself up as a
god (Acts 12:21-23; Exodus 20:2-6).”

Pastor Moorman stateshe word “passover” did not even exist before Vi
Tyndale coined it for his Version of 1526-31. ks also the first English Bible
to use “Easter.™

The critics do not mention that Tyndale’s New Tastat has the wortEaster” in
Acts 12:4, even though Tyndale invented the w&dssover” Pastor Moorman
continues, his under-linings.

“To begin with, the Passover occurred befdahe feast of unleavened brefile
actual feast begins on Nisan™5not after! “And in the fourteenth day of thesfir
month is the passover of the LORD. And in theefifth day of this month is the
feast: seven days shall unleavened bread be e@idéum. 28:16, 17)...

“Herod put Peter in Prison _duringhe days of unleavened bread, and therefore
after the Passover. The argument that the translati®assover” should have
been used as it is intended to refer to the em@eod is ruled out by the inclusion
of “these were the days of unleavened bread.” [gare does not use the word
“Passover” to refer to the entire perigéccording to the first mention of the word
“passover”’in Exodus 12:11].”

Note also Numbers 33:3.

“And they departed from Rameses in the first montim the fifteenth day of the
first month; on_the morrow _after the passovehe children of Israel went out
with an high hand in the sight of all the Egyptiaris

See alstAnswers to Your Bible Version Questidns David W. Daniels, Chick
Publications, 2003The Book of Actdy Dr Peter S. Ruckman, Bible Baptist
Bookstore, pp 355-357 and tReickman Reference BibRible Baptist Bookstore,
2009, p 1452. White is wrong with respect to At?s4 and‘Easter” and so are
all the critics of the 1611 Holy Bible, ‘the Greatotwithstanding.

The critics then state that the 1611 Holy Biblenf@ices the unbiblical theory of
diocesan episcopacy by the translation episkoposas “bishop” rather than
“overseer”. They draw attention to 1 Timothy 3:2 and ActsZ8where the 1611
Holy Bible uses these terms respectively and iniat the word“overseer”
should be used throughouit.
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However, repeated use of the wdoverseer” is not warranted in with respect to
church leadership because the term has close @aiiomst with the era of slavery
in the United Statéd God clearly gave the King’s men foresight irstiéspect.

The 1611 Holy Bible, therefore, uses the wtwoderseer” only once in the New
Testament in the context of the church, in thegblas“overseers”in Acts 20:28.
The overseers’ responsibility is clearly statedhiat verse:to feed the church of
God which he hath purchased with his own blodd This responsibility matches
that of an elder as Peter explains in 1 Peter 5:1Ndbte the use of the term
“oversight” in 1 Peter 5:2.

“The elders which are among you | exhort, who amsalan elderand a witness
of the sufferings of Christ, and also a partaker tife glory that shall be revealed:
Feed the flock of God which is among yptaking the oversight therepiot by
constraint, but willingly; not for filthy lucre, bu of a ready mind;”

In the New Testament, therefore, an overseer isldgr and an elder is a bishop
with the same responsibility as an elder or overseeTitus 1:5-9 show.

“For this cause left | thee in Crete, that thou shilest set in order the things
that are wanting, and_ordain elders in every ¢igs | had appointed thee.For a
bishop must be blameless, as the steward of ;Gmd selfwilled, not soon angry,
not given to wine, no striker, not given to filthycre;...Holding fast the faithful
word as he hath been taught, that he may be ablesbund doctrine both to
exhort and to convince the gainsayets

Moreover, unlike Church of England custom and pecactany locality, such as a
city, could, according to scripture, have more thaa bishoff.

“Paul and Timotheus, the servants of Jesus Chris, all the saints in Christ
Jesus which are at Philippiwith the bishops and deacorisPhilippians 1:1.

See also Acts 11:27, 30, 15:2, 4, 6, 23, 16:4,821:1

“Bishops” therefore are plainlypastors” of local churches in scriptureas the
word “pastors” is found in Ephesians 4:1hot Church of England diocesan
bishops identified by a geographical urban areahsas London, Liverpodigodly
Bishop J. C. Ryle notwithstandingBirmingham etc A pastor of a local
congregation or church would be an elder seleateh famong his peers, see 1
Peter 5:2, within the local church, which could éawore than one elder. See Acts
14:23, 15:22, 20:17. This is thBiblical organization with respect to the
jurisdiction of a bishop, even if not the Anglican.

Moreover, it is further apparent that the scriptdoesnot recognize the Church of
England office of archbishép
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“For ye were as sheep going astray; but are nowureed unto the Shepherd and
Bishop of your souls.

The scripture refers to the Lord Jesus Christtlas chief Shepherd’l Peter 5:4
but neveras an archbishop. The rank of archbishop is lgieéarended to usurp
authority over the Lord Jesus Christ and showsi ith#tis respect, the Church of
England is still following Rome, not the Holy Bibfe

The so-called Anglican translation that is the 1&idly Bible therefore retains
some embarrassing readings for the Church of Edglaihese readings also
constitute a God-given rebuke to that church anthéocritics who would evade
the scripture’s condemnation of this Romish refithe rank of archbishop in the
Anglican Church by eliminating the wordbishop” altogether, as recent
corruptions like the NIV, TNIV do. (One particularitic of the 1611 Holy Bible
who eschews the worthishop” and is a supporter of the NKJV fails to mention
that this version retains the wofttdishop” in 1 Timothy 3:1, 2, Titus 1:7. He
confesses only that his preferred translation hbsriishes.” Indeed it has, as will
be shown later, in detail.)

The critics insist further that the NIV and NKJVroectly use the wortturban”
in Exodus 28:4, instead dMmitre” that the 1611 Holy Bible uses. The critics
claim that mitred bishops would much prefer thedvonitre .”

Exodus 28:36-37, 29:5-6, 9, 39:27-28 provide thecdption of the Biblical
“mitre.”

“And thou shalt make_a plate of pure golénd grave upon it, like the engravings
of a signet, HOLINESS TO THE LORD And thou shalt put it on a blue lace,
that it may be upon the mitreupon the forefront of the mitre it shall bé

“And thou shalt take the garments, and put upon Awrthe coat, and the robe of
the ephod, and the ephod, and the breastplate, givd him with the curious

girdle of the ephod: And thou shalt put the mitrgpan his head and put the holy

crown upon the mitre’

“And thou shalt gird them with girdles, Aaron andis sons and put the bonnets
on_them and the priest’s office shall be theirs for a gestual statute;_and thou
shalt consecrate Aaron and his sahs

“And they made coats of fine linen of woven workrféaron, and for his sons
And a mitre of fine linen and goodly bonnets of fine linerand linen breeches of
fine twined linen,”

The mitre that Aaron wore carriéthe holy crown” and signified‘HOLINESS
TO THE LORD.” It clearly resembled or even consisted of a bbimés shape
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and desigff. (Itis interesting in this context that where IV and NKJV use the
word “turbans” in Daniel 3:21, the 1611 Holy Bible has the simpégm“hats.”)

Mitred diocesan bishops in the Church of England the&refore derive no support
from scripture for their Dagon fish head style hysat descended from the old
Babylonian religion that is now Catholicim Once again, these bishops are
following Romé>, not the Holy Bible. See Judges 16:21-30, 1 Safe5. Note
the telling statement from the Wikipedia articlef@ows, this author's emphasis.

“In the Church of Englandthe mitre fell out of use after the Reformatiomut
was restored in the late ¥9and early 28 centuries as a result of the Oxford
Movement and is now worn by most bishops of the Anglicem@union on at
least some occasions.”

The result is as follows, the mitred individual tre extreme right is a female
‘bistgop’ of the Episcopal Church, the C of E in ti8A, the presiding bishop in
fact™.

The Most Rev Katharine Jefferts Schori and fellowhbps of The Episcopal
Church

“And he said unto them, Ye are they which justifpyrselves before men; but
God knoweth your hearts;_for that which is highlyseeemed among men is
abomination in the sight of GodLuke 16:15.

We turn now to another favourite target of theicsibf the Holy Bible, the various
editions that it went into.
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The KJB or not the KIB?2 That is the question — on different KJB Editions

Critics of the Holy Bible are keen to assert theg 1611 Holy Bible is not really
the 1611 Holy Bible but the 1769 Edition of it.

This author's work’ has summarised much of the material that answess t
particular criticism of‘the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21. Some extracts have
been noted here, with additional references as atkedSee also remarks by
Gustavus Paine about the 1629 and 1638 revisiodsrdime Word of a King,
Ecclesiastes 8:4-Not Formalized but Authorized

Dr Ruckman’s bookDifferences in the King James Versi@dlitions cites the
conclusions of the Committee on Versions to ther8oaf Managers of the
American Bible Society in 1852. They examined eixthe most prominent
editions of the 1611 Holy Bible.

““The results of the God-honoured, God-blessed smns of the original 1611 text
are as follows:

““That the edition of 1611, although prepared wittery great care, was not free
from typographical errors; and that, while most thiese were corrected in the
edition of 1613, others in much greater numberseviben introduced, which have
since been removed.

““That the [1769] revision of Dr. Blaney made byodlating the then current
editions of Oxford and Cambridge with those of 1@h#l 1701 had for its main
object to restore the text of the English Biblatsooriginal purity: and that this
was successfully accomplished”...

““What surprises do you suppose these greenhorns #mderfeet are going to
pull on a man who has had an exact copy of thamaldl611 edition (not a “fairly
reasonable” facsimile published by Thomas Nelsod &wons) for more than
twenty years and an original copy of a 1613 rigfftthe press? Do you suppose
someone is going to try to bamboozle him with “&ats in the different editions of
the King James Bible™?

“I have Scrivener’'s complete list of all the vangs in all of the editions of the AV
[The Authorised Edition of the English Bible: 8sbsequent Reprints and Modern
Representatives, Cambridge Press, 1884]. You aneggto impress us with the
differences between the editions of the AV, ar@ y¥ou are going to impress us
by telling us that there were five or seven majottiens, when we have a list
which gives fourteen (1612, 1613, 1616, 1617, 16&B0 with the King's
printers; then 1640, 1660, 1701, 1762, 1769, 1883,7-51 and 1858)? You have
more “authoritative sources” than WE do on the KINAMES BIBLE, do you?
Well, | have the complete list of all the changesall of the books of both
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Testaments, including FIVE APPENDICES which ddtalreadings of the Greek
text used by the AV translators. Why did | noelosy faith in THE BOOK after
reading every word in this work? As they say “domome”: “It DO present a
problem, don't it?™”

Dr Grady® has these insightful comments.

“When all else fails, detractors of the King JamBgle will invariably ask their

despised opponents, “WHICH Authorised Version do lyelieve, the 1611, 1613,
1767 or perhaps the 1850?” And while their bewite victims are pondering
this troublesome innuendo (analogous to such n@gsas “Have you quit beating
your wife lately?”), they are subjected to an arrafystaggering statistics. Citing
the Evangelical scholar Jack Lewis, Keylock qubiesas stating:

““Few people realise, for example, that thousands$ textual errors have been
found in the KJV. As early as 1659 William Kilbaerfound 20,000 errors in six
KJV editions.”

“‘Reckless statements such as Lewis’ are incredibigleading as the extent of
these so-called “errors” are never explained to Ipeimarily lithographical
(printing) and orthographical (spelling) in naturdn 1611, the art of printing was
an occupation of the utmost drudgery. With evérgracter being set by hand, a
multitude of typographical errors was to be expdcte

“In addition to printing flaws, there was a contiral change in spelling for which
to care. Lewis did not inform his readers thatrthevas no such thing as proper
spelling in the seventeenth century...

“A significant portion of these twenty thousandefttual errors” were in reality
nothing more than changing “darke” to “dark” or “ran” to “ran.” Who but a
Nicolataine priest would categorize as serious s@ris the normal follow-up
corrections of mistakes at the press?

“It is impossible to overstate the duplicity of &u critics who would weaken the
faith of some with their preposterous reports ofstef thousands of errors in the
Authorised Version...In his Appendix A (List of mgaeadings of the Bible of 1611
amended in later editions) of his informative wofke Authorised Edition of the
English Bible (1611), Its Subsequent Reprints anddéfin Representatives,
Scrivener catalogued but a fraction of the inflafigdires of modern scholarship.

“Excluding marginal alterations and Apocrypha aigs, this author has
personally reviewed pages 147-194 and counted LEB3SAN 800

CORRECTIONS. And even this figure is misleadingnwjou consider that many
of the instances were repetitious in nature. (Sixch changes involved the
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corrected spelling of “Nathanael” from the 1611’&Nathaneel” in John 1:45-49
and 21:2).

“Whereas Geisler and Nix cited Goodspeed’s denaongof Dr. Blayney’'s 1769
Oxford edition for deviating from the Authorisedr&ien in “at least 75,000
details,” Scrivener alludes to less than two hurblas noteworthy of mention.™

The ‘new math(s)’ in this respect is therefore magtresting i.e. 75,008 200.
Goodspeed, Geisler and Nix appear to have overtbdkaul’'s admonition in
Romans 12:17Provide things_honesin the sight of all meri

See also the remarks by Alexander McClomanslators Revivegp 223-224 with
respect to the work of the American Bible Sociétig, emphases. Note that Edgar
Goodspeed, a liberal theologian who produced his own versainthe New
Testament that never achieved prominence, grossgrestimated the actual
number of differences between the 1611 and 17680Bdiof the 1611 Holy Bible.

“The number of variations in the text and punctaatiof these six copies was
found to fall but little short of twenty-four thaml. A vast amount! Quite enough
to frighten us, till we read the Committee’s asswe that “of all this great
number, THERE IS NOT ONE WHICH MARS THE INTEGRIFYTABE TEXT,
or affects any doctrine or precept of the Bible.”

(It should be understood that Professor David Ngftdismisses aénonsense”
the conclusion of the American Bible Society in 286le has also described the
current text of the 1611 Holy Bible dfossilized” and “mutated” However,
Professor Norton does not specifically substantia¢se charges against the 1611
Holy Bible and it is likely that he is making theim order to promote thélew
Cambridge Paragraph Biblein which he has a vested interest. The Triratari
Bible Society has produced an on-line arfitlthat shows how the NCPB is
inferior to current editions of the 1611 Holy Bible

Noting, from Dr Grady’s remarks that less than 28@ations between editions of
the 1611 Holy are worthy of mention, a selectiorthese variations is discussed
below.

They are as follows, the 1611 reading followed bg 2011 reading, with this
writer's comments. Additional variations are dissed in this author’'s worlO
Biblios’ The Bookalluded to above.

1. Genesis 39:16her lord” versus‘his lord”

1 Peter 3:6 and Esther 1:22 show thath readings are correct. Unlike Sarah,
Potiphar’s wife was not a godly woman but her afigd infidelity did not affect
her status before her husband in God’s sight. Kewehe 2011 AV1611 reading
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is in closer harmony with the rest of the chapgay, in verses 2, 3, 5, 8, 9, 19, 20,
21, 23 and yields more evidence to show that Josegsha type of the Lord Jesus
Christ.

2. Leviticus 20:11,'shall be put to death’versus'shall surely be put to death”

The expressiofishall surely be put to death’or “shall be surely put to death’ls
found in Leviticus 20:2, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16 wtlbeditions. The omission of
“surely” from verse 11 in the 1611 edition is almost calyaa printing error but
the text is not affected.

3. Deuteronomy 5:29'my commandments'versus‘all my commandments”

The actual expression ifoth editions is “...my commandments always
Moreover, the expressiorfall the commandments, and the statutes, and the
judgments” and“all the ways which the Lord your God hath commartdigou”
are found in verses 31 and 33 of both editionse 2ZWl1 edition simply has added
emphasis.

4. 2 Kings 11:10;in the temple” versus'in the temple of the Lord”

2 Kings 11 readshouse of the Lord” in verses 3, 4 twice, 7, 15, 18, 19 and
“temple of the Lord” in verse 13 so there is no contradiction betweditioas
about the identity of théthe temple” in verse 10. Both readings are correct.
However“the temple” occurs three times in verse 11. The expressiaeise 10
could easily have been associated with the repesitin the next verse by the
printers in 1611.

5. Isaiah 49:13'God hath comforted”versus‘the Lord hath comforted”

Isaiah 49 read&he Lord” in verses 1, 4, 5, 7 twice, 8, 14 withy Lord”, 18, 23,
25, 26,“the Lord,...my God” in verses 4, 5 anthe Lord God” in verse 22 so
that both editions are consistent with respecth® itlentity of the Comforter in
verse 13. That the editions do not read verbatinhia point therefore does not
mean that one or the other is ‘imperfect’ — apamtf printing errors.

6. Ezekiel 24:7“poured it upon the ground”versus“poured it not upon the
ground”

The 1611 reading is a printing error. Verse 8estdthave set her blood upon the
top of a rock, that it should not be coveréd

7. 1 Timothy 1:4edifying” versus‘godly edifying”

This “edifying” is “in faith” and contrasts with the strictures“tife law” that“is
not made for a righteous man, but...for the ungodlyerse 9. There is no
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uncertainty in either edition about thgodly” nature of the edifying and no
inconsistency between editions.

8. 1 John 5:12the Son” versus‘the Son of God”

1 John 5 read%orn of God” in verse 1 andSon of God” in verses 5, 10, 13
twice and in 20 witiSon Jesus Christ Both editions are clear about the identity
of “the Son” in verse 12 although the AV1611 reading is morgliek. It was
introduced in 1638, according to Dr. Scriven€he Authorized Version of the
English Bible (1611)p 193. God has clearly honored the insertionesthen and
all the now-2011 readings.

Bible critics also make much of the reading in 1641 1611 Holy Bible that has
“he” in Ruth 3:15, while today’s editions halghe.” However, each edition is
correct because BOTH Ruth and Béaent into the city” See Ruth 3:16, 4:1.

The critics therefore show by their objections iffedences between editions of the
1611 Holy Bible that they harbor a resentment sfaitithority that amounts to a
heart problem Luke 8:15 resulting in a personaldetta againstthe scripture of
truth” Daniel 10:21.

Having dealt with criticisms of the 1611 Holy Bildkased on the character of King
James ¥, the Apocrypha, the supposed Anglican-isms inHloéy Bible and the
various editions of the Holy Bible, attention issndrawn to complaints about the
form of its text and certain readings to which ¢hiécs habitually seem to object.

“Understandest...what thou readest&cts 8:30 (No®)
Out-dated and Obscure Language

The critics complain that the language of the 16thly Bible is antiquated 17
century English with archaic words, verb endingdg @nonouns. This kind of
criticism is found in the NKJ\WPrefacep v and parroted almost verbatim by the
critics of the Holy Bible. The satanic counterf&iiown as the NKJV will be
addressed later.

For now, Dr Hill§? responds as follows to the charge of antiquateguage
against the Holy Bible.

Note that as Dr Hills states, those who objechtodupposed antiquarian language
of the 1611 Holy Bible never explain how effectiheir preferred modern version
e.g. NIV, TNIV, NKJV, is at communicating scriptuia the “language of
today”™ The fact that the British nation has not expemeha genuine national
revival for the last 130 years strongly suggestt the new versions have been
mostineffectivein this respect.
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“But, someone may reply...Why keep on with thekilly James and its 17
century language, its thee and thou and all the?e<ranted that the Textus
Receptus is the best text, but why not make ana@sidtion of it in the language
of today? In answer to these objections there seeral facts which must be
pointed out.

“In the first place, the English of the King Jamésrsion is not the English of the
early 17" century. To be exact, it is not a type of Engtishit was ever spoken
anywhere. It is biblical English, which was noedson ordinary occasions even
by the translators who produced the King JamesigersAs H. Wheeler Robinson
(1940) pointed out, one need only compare the peefaritten by the translators
with the text of their translation to feel the diffnce in style. And the observations
of W. A. Irwin (1952) are to the same purport. TKieg James Version, he
reminds us, owes its merit, not to"identury English — which was very different
— but to its faithful translation of the originalis style is that of the Hebrew and
of the New Testament Greek. Even in their uséed aind thou the translators
were not following 1%-century English usage but biblical usage, for e time
these translators were doing their work these dmmgforms had already been
replaced by the plural you in polite conversation.

“In the second place, those who talk about transtathe Bible into the “language
of today” never define what they mean by this esgion. What is the language of
today? The language of 1881 is not the languag®ady, nor the language of
1901, nor even the language of 1921. In noneeddhanguages, we are told, can
we communicate with today’s youth. There are esgne who feel that the best
way to translate the Bible into the language ofalpds to convert it into “folk
songs.” Accordingly, in many contemporary youtimfeoences and even worship
services there is little or no Bible reading butlyorrude kinds of vocal music
accompanied by vigorous piano and strumming guitaBsit in contrast to these
absurdities the language of the King James Vermanduring diction which will
remain as long as the English language remainsytiver words, throughout the
foreseeable future.

“In the third place, the current attack on the Kintames Version and the
promotion of modern-speech versions is discouradiregy memorization of the
Scriptures, especially by children. Why memorizaeguire your children to
memorize something that is out of date and abobeteeplaced by something new
and better? And why memorize a modern version vthere are so many to
choose from? Hence even in conservative churchddren are growing up
densely ignorant of the holy Bible because theynateencouraged to hide its life-
giving words in their hearts.
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“In the fourth place, modern-speech Bibles are storical and irreverent. The
Bible is not a modern, human book. It is not a® @ the morning newspaper,
and no translation should suggest this. If thel@ivere this new, it would not be
the Bible. On the contrary, the Bible is an antiedivine Book, which
nevertheless is always new because in it God rediahself. Hence the language
of the Bible should be venerable as well as imgidle, and the King James
Version fulfills these two requirements better thamy other Bible in English.
Hence it is the King James Version which converigsess soundly and makes of
them diligent Bible students.

“In the fifth place, modern-speech Bibles are umdaly. The language of the
Bible has always savoured of the things of heaagmer than the things of earth.
It has always been biblical rather than contempgrand colloquial. Fifty years
ago this fact was denied by E. J. Goodspeed aner®tivho were pushing their
modern versions. On the basis of the papyrus desoes which had recently been
made in Egypt it was said that the New Testamethtoas wrote in the everyday
Greek of their own times. This claim, howevenaw acknowledged to have been
an exaggeration. As R. M. Grant (1963) admitsNlesv Testament writers were
saturated with the Septuaginand most of them were familiar with the Hebrew
Scriptures. Hence their language was not actutigt of the secular papyri of
Egypt but biblical. Hence New Testament versionstnbe biblical and not
contemporary and colloguial like Goodspeed’s varsio

“Finally, in the sixth place, the King James Versits the historic Bible of
English-speaking Protestants. Upon it God, workpngvidentially, has placed the
stamp of His approval through the usage of manyegdions of Bible-believing
Christians. Hence, if we believe in God’s proviinpreservation of the
Scriptures, we will retain the King James Versifor, in so doing we will be
following the clear leading of the Almighty.”

*The Septuagint is not actually a pre-Christian woent but was compiled in
Alexandria, Egypt, after the apostolic EraHowever, the force of Dr Hills’s point
Is unaltered. The New Testament writers were familith the Hebrew scriptures
because, as shown by Peter’'s extensive Old Testagouetations in Acts 2:17-
21/Joel 2:28-32 and Acts 2:25-28/Psalm 16:8-11; dieeyed the Lord’s command
with which He challenged the Jews in John 5:39.

“Search the scriptures; for in them ye think ye haweternal life: and they are
they which testify of mé

The critics of the Holy Bible would do well to obdghn 5:39 themselves.
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With specific reference to archaic words, verb egdiand pronouns, Drs Grady
and Ruckman have these comm&htdhe following quotes have been abstracted
from the first source cited.

“The “archaic” words of the King James Bible havalready been “updated”
more than 100 times in as many years for an avemdgme modern version per
year. NOW, WHO'’S KIDDING WHOM? Can the Englishgaage be changing
that fast?™

“Dr. Ruckman asks “Are there really “857 archaic avds” in the
AV16117?...There are about ¥0@nd they are all listed in the Glossary of the
Cambridge Interleaved Bible (Cambridge Universite$s, England), pp. 290-296,
and 1/3 of these can be understood without a hiffoa education. (I personally
tried them out on three classes of ministerial stid in which there were some
students having only ai"&rade education (up to 14 years old.)) Any “arichia
words could be printed in the margin without distimg the text, and those who
desire to disturb the text always PERVERT theliefdre they are through.™

*The Trinitarian Bible Society’s bookleA Bible Word List and Daily Reading
Schemdists approximately 650 but many of these aréelithanged from their
modern equivalents. Dr Ruckman continues.

“What is “archaic “ or “Elizabethan” about the A.\/ English of Deuteronomy
24:5 “cheer up”, Numbers 24:14advertise”, Genesis 19:10shut to the door”,
Psalm 107:25, 27stormy wind”, “wits’ end”, Mark 15:2"thou sayest it” (“you
said it”), Luke 15:27“fatted calf’, 1 Samuel 24:14, 27:1h dead dog’, “tell on
us”, 1 Peter 4:5'the quick and the dead Joshua 14:15a great man”, Exodus
32:3 “brake off”, Jeremiah 13:10, 31:29good for nothing”, “sour grape”,
Numbers 14:34breach of promise™?”

“The NIV equivalents are “bring happiness”, “warn”,“shut the door”,
“tempest”, “wits’ end”, “It is as you say”, “fatted calf”’, “a dead dog”, “inform
the living and the dead”, “the greatest mg “took off”, “completely

On US”, 4]
useless”, “sour grapes”, “what it is like to haveeragainst you”.”

The NKJV equivalents aréoring happiness to; “advise”, “shut the door’,
“stormy wind”, “wits’ end”, “It is as you say”, “fatted calf”, “a dead dog”, “tell
on us”, “the living and the dead”, “the greatest mg “broke off”, “profitable for
nothing”, “sour grapes”, “breach of promise”.

By inspection, it is difficult to see how the leadi modern versions have
significantly improved on the supposedly antiquaded obscure language of the
1611 Holy Bible. The Trinitarian Bible Society, an article entitledrhe Holy

Bible New International Version Article No. I@®mpiled more examples, by
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means of a table from the Book of Hebrews, showiaog the NIV changed the
simple, short words of the 1611 Holy Bible into mdalifficult words. Using the
same table, Dr Mrs Ripling&rhas shown that the NIV will be more difficult to
memorize —see Dr Hills’'s comments above — becassgadrds contain on average
twice as many syllables as those of the 1611 HdtyeB The table follows, with
the NKJV equivalents added.

Table Al
Hebrews, AV1611, NIV, NKJV Comparison
Verse AV1611 NIV NKJV
1:2 worlds universe worlds
radiance,
1:3 brightngss, image, repre§gntation, ' brightn_ess, image,
upholding, purged sustaining, provided upholding, purged
purification
1:4 better than superior to better than
2:3 spoken announced spoken
2:10 are exists are
4:2 mixed combine mixed
4:15 be touched sympathise sympathize
5.7 he feared thbﬁ/sesriggt His godly fear
5:10 called designated called
5:13 unskilful not acquainted unskilled
6:6 put him to subjecting him put Him to
7:16 endless indestructible endless
8:13 old obsolete obsolete
10:26 wilfully deliberately willfully
10:27 looking for expectation expectation
115 see death experience death see death
11:22 departing exodus departure

Inspection of Table A1l shows that the NIV repeatadies more difficult words
than the 1611 Holy Bible or AV1611 and the NKJVeagslly either retains the
simpler AV1611 word or substitutes the more difidhIV term, as in Hebrews
4:15, 8:13, 10:27.
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The above examples indicate that the modern ‘upgatof the supposedly
antiguated language of the 1611 Holy Bible hasoeei particularly effective.

Critics of course never refer to the many moderpressions in the 1611 Holy
Bible. They would do well to heed Proverbs 11:1.

“A false balance is abomination to the LORD: butjast weight is his delight

Whilst it is true that the English of the 1611 H&iple is Biblical English that was
never spoken as such, see Dr Hills’'s comments abmeay of its words and
phrases have nevertheless passed into the langundgae in contemporary usage,
so much so that Dr Starkey’s commeniiny this Story — about a 400 year-old
Book? bears repeating.

“The King James Version of the Bible, more than atiyer book, formed the
English language and shaped the English mind.”

Consider the following.
“Critics...overlook the fact that the AV1611 contaimsany ‘modernisms’.

Examples aréaddict”, “artillery” , “God save the king; “powers that be’ “head

in the clouds”, “housekeeping’; “communication”, “learn by experience;
“labour of love”, “shambles”, “advertise”, “publish”, “beer”, “the course of
nature” and many others. Much of the “archaic words” aism is directed
against the personal pronoutihee” and“thou” etc. However, these supposedly
archaic forms enable the reader to distinguish leetwthe second person singular
(‘thee’) and the second person plural (‘you’), atiliction lost in modern English.
The retention of ‘thee’, ‘thou’ etc. therefore makbe AV1611 Text CLEARER.
Compare Luke 22:31, 32 in an AV1611 with an NIW&JV. The NIV has to

insert a marginal note to enlighten the reader...

“One should be guided by the Bible itself in theatment of ‘archaic’ words. See
1 Samuel 9:9, 11. The ‘archaic’ wofdeer” is explained, v. 9 but retained in the
Text, v. 11.”

The above observation was made by Dr Sam Gipp

Even the BB has to acknowledge the extent to which the langudghe King
James Bible has influenced the English language.

“The impact of the King James Bible, which was mlt@dd 400 years ago, is still
being felt in the way we speak and write...

“No other book, or indeed any piece of culture, meeto have influenced the
English language as much as the King James Bilits. turns of phrase have
permeated the everyday language of English speakiether or not they’'ve ever
opened a copy.
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“The Sun says Aston Villa “refused to give up thest”. Wendy Richards calls
her EastEnders character Pauline Fowler “the salttbe earth”. The England
cricket coach tells reporters, “You can't put wontdsmy mouth.” Daily Mirror
fashion pages call Tilda Swinton “a law unto hefsel

“Examples of Hebrew idiom that have become Englishthe Bible include: “to
set one’s teeth on edge”, “by the skin of one’shtée'the land of the living” and
“from strength to strength”...

“Phrases still with us
Turned the world upside dowicts 17:6
God forbidRomans 3:4
Take root2 Kings 19:30
The powers that bRomans 13:1
Filthy lucre 1 Timothy 3:3
No peace for the wickddaiah 57:21
A fly in the ointmeniEcclesiastes 10:1
Wheels within wheelszekiel 10:10
The blind leading the blinMatthew 15:13
Feet of clayDaniel 2:33

The article cites the work of David Crystal entitBegat The King James Bible &
the English LanguageOxford University Press, 2010. Professor Crystaludes
anIndex of Expressions his book, pp 303ff that lists approximately Aailiar
English expressions that emanate from the 1611 HBibfe. Many of these
expressions originated in earlier Bibles such asdale’s but were nevertheless
preserved by the 1611 Holy Bible.

Other researchers concur with Professor Crystalihrigs.

American researcher Danny C. Doege in his bddky We Say, What We Say!
1994, lists nearly 2000 familiar English expressidhat are either found in the
1611 Holy Bible or derived from the 1611 Holy Bible

Dr Laurence M. Vanc@ has documented approximately 800 supposedly archai
words in the 1611 Holy Bible of which many are Isfdund, unchanged in
meaning, in contemporary publications such as tepdews journals.

He also documents hundreds of words in the NIV, WKdat are more difficult
than the words of the 1611 Holy Bible that theylaepd and hundreds of instances
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where these versions retained the supposedly arahaids of the 1611 Holy
Bible. See Table Al above. Additional exampleaptiated’ language from the
NKJV include “antitype”, “ascertain”, “bristling” , “burnished”, “curds”,
“denarii” versus“figure” , “know”, “rough” , “bright” , “butter”, “pence” from
the 1611 Holy Bible.

These examples indicate once again that modernowefgpdates’ are not an
improvement over the words that they are intenddthvve ‘updated.’

Dr Mrs Riplingef® has some incisive answers to those who wéatdrupt the
word of God” 2 Corinthians 2:17, by supposedly ‘updating’ 8ee alsdn Awe of
Thy Word by the same author, Chapters 5, 6, 12. In thlet lof the above
examples of KJB expressions still in current usete nespecially that Dr Mrs
Riplinger's comments show that the 1611 Holy Bikleuck a perfect balance
between familiar wording that would communicateilga® the reader and the
need for an exalted, holy vocabulary that befiesioly Bible.

“Why has God continued to use the King James Biblespite of hundreds of
attempts to change it? The following charactecstdistinguish the King James
Bible from man-made modern counterfeits: 1.) TAB Kas the seventh polishing
of the English Bible, made uniqgue among all Englshles because it was and
still is the only one whose translators invited theut of all English-speaking
Christians before it was published (Psa. 12:6).wés not done by just one man,
nor was it done by a paid committee of ‘hireling®b 7:2). 2.) The KJB is the
only current English Bible which enhances meaningl anemorization with
carefully pointed synchronization of the followinigtter sounds, syllabication,
words, parts of speech, and word order. 3.) Ligsu$ Christ, the living Word, the
KJB is “holy, harmless, undefiled, separate fromngrs, and made higher...”
(Heb. 7:26). It is the only English Bible whichtams “a pure language” (Zeph.
3:9) which identifies it as the voice of Jesus 6rihe living Word, who is also
separate from sinners” (Heb. 7:26). 4.) It petfgcbalances this special
vocabulary with a unique brevity, affording easynmoeization. For example, the
KJB took the Bishops’ Bible’s phrase ‘good tidingad changed it to “gospel.” It
Is shorter than “good tidings” and therefore easier memorize. ‘Gospel’ is a
Holy Bible word, not a word heard on the ‘news.’...

“One might need to respond to the question, ‘Cowtel ‘update’ some of those
KJB words?’ Remind them that God replaced a Bjid like that with the KJB.
For example, in 1611 the Bishops’ simple word “agmeel” became “appeareth”
(Matt. 2:13), “put” became “layd” (Matt. 3:10), “lft” became “beare” (Matt.
4:6), “hurt” became “despitefully use” (Matt. 5:44)pull out” became “cast out”
(Matt. 7:5), “And saying” became “beseeching himMétt. 8:5), “sorrowed”
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became “lamented” (Matt. 11:17), “easier” became tme tolerable” (Matt.
11:22), and “given” became “delivered” (Matt. 11:27 The Bishops’ Bible, like
all of the early English Bibles, was truly an unelted Bible. But as men waxed
“worse and worse” God selected a holy “separatenfrginners” vocabulary for
the KJB...

“Why does the KJB use words such as “wist” insteatknow,’ or “ye” instead of
‘you'? Isn’t this ‘archaic’? As men “wax worse dworse” and sin’s entangling
thicket snared, the sword was given a final shamgeand became the King James
Bible, “sharper than any twoedged sword...dividingiettainted words of men
from the pure words of God. Only the KIJB’s words ‘avholesome words” (1
Tim. 6:3), according to databases such as Oxfordvélsity’'s Psycholinguistic
Database, Princeton University’'s Cognitive Laborgto and Edinburgh
University’s Associative Thesaurus. These databakstine words as the mind
defines them. The depraved words in new versioassaown by Edinburgh
University’s Associative Thesaurus to be unholyntial, defiled, and anything
but separate from sinners (See In Awe of Thy Wendpter 5 for documentation).
lan Paisley, member of the British Parliament, esathat the KJB is “English
Undefiled” (lan Paisley, My Plea for the Old Swoiklfast, Ambassador, 1997, p.
61). The KJB fulfills Tyndale’s wish that the filnglish Bible “seek in certain
places more proper English” (Old Bibles: An Accowothe Early Versions of the
English Bible, J.R. Dore, Eyre and Spottiswoode88182° ed. pp. 23-24).
Tyndale scholar, David Daniell agrees that “the BAaotized Version’s scholars
tended to remove the Bible safely away from dddy (Tyndale’s New Testament,
David Daniell, New Haven: Yale University Press899p. xiii).”

In answer to the critic who insistén this new millennium, the last thing the people
of God need is to be seen as an antiquarian sdci&4e dare not let ‘the
opposition’ write off the Reformed Faith as an ieneant and antiquarian version
of Christianity. Let us communicate the Gospeth® twenty-first century using
suitably-appropriate contemporary language!Dr Mrs Riplinger writes as
follows. Note again the distinction that SisteplRiger effectively draws between
contemporary phraseology as found in the KJB btenoflerived from earlier
Bibles, see remarks above on Professor Crystalsk watitled Begat The King
James Bible & the English Languagend the holy words of the 1611 Holy Bible,
even where sin is categorized, e.g. with the wWhahication.”

“New bibles are all done under the premise that Ga@hts us to have a bible that
reads like the morning newspaper. He had an eaagling Bible in the Bishops’
Bible (and the Tyndale, Coverdale, and the Gre&td3i which preceded the KJB.
God permanently replaced the old simple Bishop&leBito give the English-
speaking world a Bible that is memorizable and whielathat aids missionaries in
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bridging the language gap, and most importantly,osén vocabulary clearly
distinguishes it from the voice of man. The wandthe King James Bible often
have only Biblical usage. Words such as “fornioati and “propitiation” are
mouth-filling words that are meant to be mind-figitoo...[although] these longer
words stand in sharp contrast to most of the wandghe KJB, which are simple
one or two syllable words.”

Dr Mrs Riplinger illustrates the distinction of tweice of man from the voice of
God in the KJB by allusion to Mark 15:38.

The NKJV readsthe veil of the temple was torn in two from topbittom.” That
is how a news reporter might describe the event.

The 1611 Holy Bible read®\nd the veil of the temple was rent in twain frothe
top to the bottoni That is how God actually describes the event.

Dr Mrs Riplinger specifically addresses supposedglighaic pronouns and verb
endings as follows.

“The KJB’s built-in ‘English teacher’ provides elew different forms to

communicate eleven different parts of speech. Wawsions jumble all eleven into
five forms, making Bible comprehension very difficu The KJB simplifies

grammatical comprehension because it retains thedsvavhich automatically

identify parts of speech. 1.) thou (singular ncative), 2.) thee (singular
objective), 3.) thine (singular possessive pronpuh) thy (singular possessive
adjective), 5.) ye (plural nominative), 6.) youujal objective), 7.) your (plural

possessive adjective), 8.) yours (plural possegmi@eoun), 9.) write (first person:

), 10.) writest (second person: thou), 11.) whtéthird person: he, she, or it)...It
is all as easy as A, B, C...

“The KJB is the only English Bible that speaks aspuklls like most of the
languages in the world...Retaining the ‘-est’ andH-endings is the only way to
show important grammatical and theological distioos, clearly seen in Greek,
Hebrew, and many foreign Bibles. Missionaries Itive KJB because its ‘-est’
and ‘-eth’ verb endings match those of many of wueld's languages...[e.g.]
Greek, German, Spanish, French, ltalian, Portugue&ddish, and many other
languages...”

As Dr Mrs Riplinger shows, theest’ and‘-eth’ verb endings denote tlgecond
and third persons respectively. It is interesting taenthat the King James
translators appear to have been missionary minded as they carried out their
work. Dr Scrivenét* has this intriguing observation, this author’s eages.

“Yet John Seldon, who was twenty-seven years oltbil, and must have had
means of information not open to us, is represeimrekis Table Talk (p. 6) as
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speaking thus: “The translation in King James’ tino®k an excellent way. That
part of the Bible was given to him who was mosekat in such a tongue — as the
Apocrypha to Andrew Downes [Regius Professor ofetgr&t John’s Cambridge,
1585-1625].” He adds moreover this interestinggaief information, to whatever
part of the work it may apply: “Then they met tduat and one read the
translation, the rest holding in their hands someilBe, either of the learned
tongues, or French [Olivetan, 1535, The Pastorsg885Spanish [Pinel 1553, De
Reyna 1569, the Valencia Bible of 1478 revised leyMalera 1602], Italian
[Bruccioli 15327, or more probably Diodati 1607],c& If they found any fault,
they spoke; if not, he read ofi

Thus thespeakingof the 1611 Holy Bible during its compilation sesvas its
“inspiration of God” 2 Timothy 3:16 as it is deemed to bevery word that
proceedeth out of the mouth of GodVatthew 4:4. Dr Mrs Riplinger concludes
as follows with respect to so-called antiquatedjlege in the 1611 Holy Bible.

“The KJB is Biblical English, not 7century style. Shakespeare’s plays, written
during the same period, did not use the ‘-eth’ &edt’ endings. The ‘Preface to
the KJB, written before 1611 by the translatorged not sound like the King
James Bible. [The Epistle Dedicatory] says “Your very namebt ‘Thy very
name.” The KJB translators used ‘thee,” ‘ye,” ‘fHthine,” ‘eth,” and ‘est’ endings
(on verbs) in the Bible because these are the evdy to show important
grammatical and theological distinctions clearlyesan Greek, Hebrew, and most
of the world’s Bibles. KJB English is Biblical Hisp, not archaic English.”

*Critics would no doubt pick up on the use of vedosh ashath,” “deserveth’
“findeth” etc. in the KJBPreface However, it is then up to them show how the
preface compares with the KJB with respect to nmy#nd memorization. Such a
comparison is sure to reveal that the KBi&face erudite as it is, does not sound
like the KJB, as Dr Mrs Riplinger points out.

Dr Mrs Riplingef? notes with respect to supposedly archaic verbngsdihat the
NKJV incurs doctrinal error in Matthew 23:37 andkeul3:34. The 1611 Holy
Bible uses the second persthkillest” to show that the Lord Jesus Christ is
addressing the individual inhabitants of the c#ythou that killest the prophets,
and stonest them which are sent unto_tHee.g. Stephen, Acts 7:58-60. The
NKJV errs by using the third persdhills” and shifting the blame to a neuter
‘thing,’ i.e. ‘the city’ (i.e. it's society’s faujtand away from its human inhabitants.
The NKJV does use the terfher’ in reference to Jerusalem but this would be
similar to the use of ‘she’ and ‘her’ for inanimatejects such as ships.

Note again how confusion ari$&@ Luke 22:31, 32 in the new versions like the
NIV, NKJV that replacéthee” in Luke 22:32 witH'you” whereas in the AV1611,
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it is clear that the Lord is addressing all thecghes in Luke 22:31 and then Peter
in Luke 22:32. The new versions imply that thed_.a addressing Peter only in
both verses.

One explanatioff for these repeated ‘updates™ike love of money...the root of
all evil” 1 Timothy 6:10.

“Gail Riplinger states “At the root of all the rhetic about the need for new
versions lies the true cause - covetousness...TNeithe only version not bound
by a copyright. No author or publisher receivesagalty because God is the
author. However,God is not the author of confusion(1 Corinthians 14:33) or
of “commercial ventures.” The latter term was udeddescribe the ASV (NASB),
Living Bible, RV (RSV) and ‘New’ Greek Text by iph#chaff the chairman of
their American Committee...”

“Pastor Rockwood of Halifax, N.S., Canada cited Wall Street Journal, Nov.
16", 1978 in his review of the NIV: “Zondervan Corlieves it has struck a new
vein of gold in an ancient and well-mined lode: Bible. Accordingly, it told
analysts here, it raised its already-gleaming salesnd earnings
forecasts...Zondervan raised its earnings predicfi® cents a share, to $1.85, and
its sales prediction $3 million to $41 million, fdre year.™

Thomas Nelson In€, publishers of the NKJV, also regrettably succudntme‘the
love of money...the root of all evil In October 1997, the publishers agreed to
return nearly $US 400,000 of shareholders’ mondipwiang an investigation by
the Securities and Exchange Commission into sus@estbck price manipulation
by the company. Thomas Nelson Inc. neither denadconfirmed the allegations
of fraud.

Noting Dr Mrs Riplinger's comments above about téB as the missionary
Bible, the following statements are important widispect to world vision, a vital
subject in the light of the Great Commission, Mawt28:18-20, Mark 16:15, Acts
1:8 that the critics of the 1611 Holy Bible rara@liscuss, in their obsession with
devising ‘improvements’ to the KJB.

Dr Mrs Gail Riplingef® states.

“It is scandalous for rich Americans to have temrsiens of the bible, instead of
just one. Four million dollars was invested in thNew King James Version;
subsequent to that; several million dollars wasndpen advertising campaigns.
Many tribes and peoples around the world have mgKiames Bible type bibles at
all; the Albanian bible was destroyed during thentounist regime. Many of the
tribes in New Guinea do not have a bible in thamguage. But, these countries
have no money to pay the publishers. The pubksaer not interested in giving
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these people bibles; they are just interested ikingabibles that can produce a
profit for their operation.”

It is the same in this country with respect to othieh Westerners with their
multiple bible ‘authorities’ including ‘the Greeksb-called.

Dr Peter S. Ruckméhstates, his emphases.

“If God wanted to reach thavhole world in the Tribulation, through Jewish
evangelists (Rev. 7: Paul, Jonah and Jeremiah vigpes) He would use the
English-speaking Jews. He wouldn’t touch “the or&d Greek” with a ten-foot
bamboo pole. The “second language” that ninetycpet of the countries on this
globe choose, if they can choose one, is ENGLISkheaAV (1611).

“On the mission field - ! What do we find on the mission field? | will i@u. |
am not an expert. | have only been on eight forergssion fields, but | do have
forty-one young men that | personally trained, wdr@ on seventeen different
fields, and they preach regularly on the streetight different languages. That
will be Russian, Spanish, Greek, French, Germaiialt, Chinese and llongo (a
Filipino dialect)...

“In India, a converted Hindu or Moslem cannot join Jacob IiCkechurch (he
has established more than forty Baptist churchegdia) until he agrees to the
position taken by Dr Edward F. Hills on the Kingndes Bible as stated in The
King James Version Defended.

“When | taught 950 Indian pastors (six hours a dayfive days), | used nothing
but a King James Bible. | never made referenaen® Greek word in ANY Greek
manuscript, although | have always had access ltofathe information found in
the textual studies of Kenyon, Miller, Hoskier, i&mer, Wilkinson, Pickering,
Hills, Burgon, and Robertson. That would be al#0®,000 notes on Greek words
and letters, for it would include all of the criicapparatus in Nestle’'s Greek
Testament published between 1898 and 1998.

“In Romania the Romanians told Brother Landolt (one of our sioisaries),
“Your Bible is better than our Bible.” They volw@red this after studying under
him three months. In that time he made NO attdmmonvert them from their
translations to his.

“In the Ukraine, my interpreter (Major Taras — a PhD formerly inet Russian
Army) said, “Your Bible is better than ours.” Haid this after translating fifteen
services for me on the street, in church buildirgg] in KGB prisons.

“In the Philippines the native pastors criticized me for even sugggdhat the
AV be translated into the eighty-plus dialects e Philippine Islands. “Why
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divide the Body of Christ when ENGLISH will be theguage we will have to
learn to get along with the Chinese and Japanesimbssmen who are taking over
our country? And it is the language THEY will haeelearn, rather than learn
eighty-plus dialects!”

“Rudiger Hemmera native German pasturing a German-speaking church tells
me that Luther needs revising over and over agaithe Old Testament where his
translation fails to match up to King James’ reagBn That is a native German
who was raised on the SECOND BEST translation tbddwhas ever read:
Luther’s Heilige Schriffthe Holy Scripture]

Where are the comments from the critics of the ligally Bible proving that their
supposedly new improved versions yield anything ltke same results on the
mission field as those cited above? The critics'tdappear to have a coherent
answer to that question.

Erroneous and Inferior Language

In addition to supposedly outdated and obscureuage, the critics charge the
1611 Holy Bible with errors and inferior readingSee remarks und@C C of E?

- The Anglican compromise — or the Baptist buildenth respect to the words
“Easter,” “bishop” and“mitre.”

The critics’ next target is the wofdharity” e.g. in 1 Corinthians 13. According
to the critics, the word should Beve.”

No, it should not b& References cited in the following extracts hdeen
updated.

“The contexts wherécharity” is used show that it is intimately associated with
actions that affect others, Romans 14:15, 1 Coramb 13, 16:14, should
characterise Christian fellowship, Colossians 3:24Thessalonians 1:3, 2 Peter
2:7 and can be OBSERVED, 1 Thessalonians 3.6, Ibthyn4:12, 3 John 6.
Moreover, use dfcharity” in 1 Corinthians 13:3 eliminates any confusionsarg
from ‘modern’ connotations of the word...

“Paine” states: “Many have discussed the use, in 1 Coianth 13, of the word

“charity” for the Greek agape. We have no light on howdamed men came to
prefer this word to the word “love” which appeans some older versions...But if
we can, as we read 1 Corinthians, divest the waoldhrity” of rather smug later

readings, we can sense a fitness in its rhythm.

“Rhythm in the days of King James was important neerely as a source of
pleasure to the ear, but as an aid to the mindnég&tions to come would learn to
read by puzzling out verses in the Bible that fanynfamilies would be a whole
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library. But at the time of translation, a Bibleppointed to be read in churches”
was made to be listened to and remembered. Itthms/ were important as a
prompting for memory. For that reason, in the womf their own Bible, it is
evident that the learned men learned to use thais as they worked — “the ear
trieth words as the mouth tasteth meat.™

“NO modern version even comes close to the AV16d.1hé ease with which its
words can be REMEMBERED...Rhythmic words fidearity” are part of that

process of enabling the child of God to HIDE GOMERD IN HIS HEART,
Psalm 119:11 in order to have AN HONEST AND GOOIARE, Luke 8:15...

“Dr. Ruckman states in his series on The Alexamdftalt, Part 5 p 18:

“Is “charity” really passé? Is love GIVING? Can you love withGIVING
(John 3:16)? If salvation isn’'t a “handout,” whas it (2 Cor. 8:9)? If you left it
“love” every time, wouldn’t that give a “modern maa false lead on “love™?
Hollywood love is often GETTING, not giving; andsitoften LUST, not love. If
the AV translators were intelligent enough to us¢hbwvords (love and charity),
why would one be so “archaic” that you had to altee Bible in 31,000 places in
order to “update” the word. There are more than,310 changes between ANY
Bible that updates “charity” and the AV that retaiit.””

Dr Ruckman remarks in his taped seriesTdre Book of Joshyalrape #4 that
Martin Luther® once said thatWe are beggars: This is true Beggars are in
need of charity. The critics 6¢harity” tend to forget 1 Corinthians 4:7.

“For who maketh thee to differ from another? and valh hast thou that thou didst
not receiv® now if thou didst receive ,itwhy dost thou glory, as if thou hadst not
received i?”

The critics of the 1611 Holy Bible also object toetword “righteousness” in
Romans 5:18 and Revelation 19:8 which, accordingpéon, should b&ighteous
act(s)’ as in the NKJV because ‘the Greek’ @kaioma and dikaiomata
respectively rather thadikaiosune

The first observation to be made about the aboweism is that the critics never
state the precise source of ‘the Greek,” whereay ime found between two covers
and why, according to Chapter and Verse, it shbeléxalted in authority over the
1611 Holy Biblé*. They purport to have a single, definitivespired Greek Text
that is“Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the endindRevelation 1:8 with
respect to all that God has said in the New Testarbat its source remains
unknown.

The truth is that such a text does not exist. d¢ mot existed in reality for
centuries, as Dr Mrs Riplinger succinctly explafnauthor’'s emphases.
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“The desire toappear intelligent or superior by referring to ‘the Greeknd
downplaying the common man’s Bible, exposes a tyaigencerning textual
history and those documents which today’s pseutdtieéatuals call the critical
text,” ‘the original Greek,’the ‘Majority Text,” or the ‘Textus Receptus.” There
existed a true original Greek (i.e. Majority TeXextus Receptus). Itis not in print
and never will be, because it is unnecessary. h® an the planet speaks first
century Koine Greek, so God is finished with ite meeds no ‘Dead Bible Society’
to translate it into “everyday English,” using theame corrupt secularised
lexicons used by the TNIV, NIV, NASB and H@S&man Christian Standard
Bible]*. God has not called readers to check his HolyleBfbr errors. He has
called his Holy Bible to check us for errors.”

*Dr Mrs Riplinger refers in this context, her emphka, to the NKJV that follows
“the pitiful Hodges-Farstadso-called Majority Text, which naively follows von
Soden’s error-filled collation o& small number of manuscripts See remarks
later on the NKJV.

For that reason alone, the critics’ alterationthi® 1611 Holy Bible should not be
taken seriously.

See also remarks unddhe Learned Men “Hebrew at his fingers’ ends”-
Unparalleled Scholargor their superior command of ‘the Greek’ compavéth
that of contemporary critics.

Dr Ruckman® outlines the reason for the expressidghteousness of saints’in
Revelation 19:8. The term is used with respedhtwhole scope of righteous
living after a person is saved, Revelation 3:17,nt# only his righteous acts.

“Righteousness’not “righteous act” is correct in Romans 5:18 because the Lord
Jesus Christ had to be sinless in order to se¢uZalaary“eternal redemption for
us” Hebrews 9:12, as Paul explains in 1 Timothy 4:10.

“We trust in the living God, who is the Saviour all men, specially of those that
believe’

John explains in John 1:12 how to become one artigpecially of those that
believe’

“But as many as received hinmo them gave he power to become the sons of God,
even to them that believe on his narhe

As the AV1611 reading in Romans 5:18 reflects, ltoed Jesus Christ had to
maintain“righteousness” throughout His earthly life for the purpose of wséing
“eternal redemption for us' not simply carry out a singl&ighteous act” at
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Calvary. Note the following scriptures on the egdness of the Lord Jesus Christ
and therefore His effectual sacrifiaeith his own blood” Acts 20:28.

“The next day John seeth Jesus coming unto him, asalth, Behold the Lamb of
God which taketh away the sin of the wotldlohn 1:29.

“Neither by the blood of goats and calves, but big lown blood he entered in
once into_the holy placehaving obtained eternal redemption for ‘usHebrews
9:12.

“How much more shall the blood of Christwho through the eternal Spirit
offered himself without spot to Gogurge your conscience from dead works to
serve the living God?Hebrews 9:14.

“Forasmuch as ye know that ye were not redeemechvabrruptible things, as

silver and gold, from your vain conversation recet by tradition from your

fathers; But with the precious blood of Chrisas of a lamb without blemish and
without spot” 1 Peter 1:18-19.

“Christ...did no sin neither was guile found in his mouth:1 Peter 21-22.

“My little children, these things write | unto youthat ye sin not. And if any man
sin, we have an advocate with the Father, Jesus i€hthe righteous And he is
the propitiation for our sins and not for ours only but also for the sins of the
whole world 1 John 2:1-2.

Having resorted to ‘the Greek’ in their effortsdwerthrow the 1611 Holy Bible,
the critics now set it aside in order to insistttli@sus” in Acts 7:45, Hebrews 4:8
should bé&'Joshua”

No, it should not b¥ Dr Ruckman’s comment ofdesus” in Acts 7:45 is as
follows.

“The Greek text (any Greek text anywhere) saysle&reek for'Jesus”), and if
your “Bible” says “Joshua”, you have an inferior danslation produced by
inconsistent critics who cared nothing about ANékrtext in a showdown. God
the Holy Spirit wroté'Jesus”...to remind you that when Jesus returns He enters
the land of Canaan by the same route Joshua entexttaicking a cursed city
(Revelation 17,18) after a seven year period (Jasbil5). His rule will be a
military dictatorship (Psalm 110, Revelation 20)s doshua’s was, and the
celestial phenomena of Joshua 10:12 will accompaisyAdvent (Matthew 24:29,
Luke 21:25). Furthermore, the Jews will divide tlaed (Ezekiel 40-48) and
repossess it at this time.

““Moral: where scholars find “mistakes” in the Kinglames Bible, the HOLY
SPIRIT has often given an ADVANCED REVELATION aspydor the purpose
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of confounding the “leading authorities who agrée.Moreover, Joshua 5:13-15
and Exodus 23:21 reveal thdhe captain of the Lord’s host’is “the captain of
their salvation” Hebrews 2:10, JESUS, to Whom Joshua was suboedinathe
entire campaign, Joshua 4:14, 6:27, 7:6-13, 1044,

Exodus 23:20-21 statéBehold, | send an Angel before thee, to keep thedhe
way, and to bring thee into the place which | hapeepared. Beware of him, and
obey his voice, provoke him not; for he will not qgn your transgressions:_for
my name is in hini’

Exodus 23:20-21 and Joshua 5:13-15 refer to Oldafeent appearances of the
Lord Jesus Christ, or Theophanies, of which the Tddtament records many.
Micah 5:2 describes them as tfgoings forth” of “he...that is to be ruler in
Israel,” the Lord also beinfcaptain of the host of the LORD"Joshua 5:14 and
“the captain of...salvation”Hebrews 2:10. The TNIV, NIV, NKJV break all the
cross references and downgrade the Lord Jesust ©hage again, cutting out the
New Testament testimony to His Old Testament agpeas by mistranslating the
word that is given a&lesus” everywhere else it occurs in the New Testament.

The critics further object to the expressiqmnofession of faith’ in Hebrews 10:
23, which they maintain should Beonfession of _hoge as in the supposedly
correct NKJV. (The critics’ overriding objectioreie is with respect to the word
“faith ,” so the difference between the wof@sofession” and“confession” has
not been considered.)

The supposedly correct NKJV is, as usual, defipitetorrect.

Dr Thomas Hollan® shows that faith is the immediate context of Helsrd 0:23,
with the expression8ull assurance of faith’ and“the just shall live by faitli in
Hebrews 10:22, 38 respectively. (The nearestenfar to the terrthope” in the
Book of Hebrews is in Hebrews 7:19.)

Moreover, the subject of faith is developed exteslgiin the very next chapter i.e.
Hebrews 11, where the wofthith” is found 24 times: Hebrews 11:1, 3, 4,5, 6, 7
twice, 8, 9, 11, 13, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27,28 30, 31, 33, 39. The word
“faith” also occurs in Hebrews 4:2, 6:1, 12, 12:2, 13d iarfound a total of 32
times in the Book of Hebrews, compared with 5 tifeeshe word‘hope.”

The expressiofiprofession of faith” therefore fits both the immediate context of
Hebrews 10:22-23, 38 and the overall context of relels 10:22-11:40. The
expressioriconfession of hope'toes not.

“Profession of faith” it should be further noted, is holding fast toHdrt the Lord
Jesus Christ. As Dr Rucknérhas said“Nobody ever held fast to a “profession
of hope.” Timothy’s “good profession” (1 Tim. 6:1Before “many witnesses”



36

was his profession of FAITH in Jesus Christ. Nwtioe identical profession in
Hebrews 4:14. Our FAITH in Someone is our profassvhich we must “hold

fast.” You don’'t go round declaring “I hope I'm ged, | hope I'm saved, | hope
I’'m saved.” That profession is worthless. Thehfan Christ that the Hebrew is
exhorted to “hold fast” in Hebrews 10:23 (“our f&it) is defined in verses 16-22:
it is immediate access to Jesus Christ in the thiedven because of His blood
atonement...”

Concerning all these proposed changes to the 16Gil¢ Bible, the critics, of
course, want to ensure that ittlheywho are“Alpha and Omega”Revelation 1:8,
with respect to what they perceive as the Lord’sdwvdl hey assert, therefore, after
the manner of the NIWreface p vii that no-one should pretend that the 161lyHo
Bible is the last word in translation.

Bible believers don't ‘pretend’ on the 1611 Holybki as the last word in
translation. They know it as a fact. As SisteplRger’ says inln Awe of Thy
Word

“Seven” times “they purge...and purify it...” (Ezek326) — not eight. The KJV
translators did not see their translation as onetle midst of a chain of ever
evolving translations. They wanted their Bibleb®s one of which no one could
justly say, ‘It is good, except this word or thaird...””

Or as Dr Smith said imhe Translators To The Reader

“Truly (good Christian Reader) we never thoughtnirahe beginning, that we
should need to make a new Translation, nor yet axkemof a bad one a good
one...but to make a good one better, or out of maog gnes, one principal good
one, not justly to be excepted against; that hatenbour endeavor, that our
mark”

This author believes that the King’s men achievedrtmark and when on the day
that “Every man’s work shall be made manifest: for theag shall declare it’1
Corinthians 3:13, their work shall abide, Matthe4v35, 1 Corinthians 3:14.

In sum:

The critics have been shown to wrong about:
« The 1611 Holy Bible with respect to King Jamé's 1
* The 1611 Holy Bible with respect to the Apocrypha.

 The 1611 Holy Bible with respect to the churchestatganization of the
Church of England.
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« The 1611 Holy Bible with respect to the wortlsaster” in Acts 12:4,
“bishop” in 1 Timothy 3:1, 2fmitre” in Exodus 28:4.

* The 1611 Holy Bible with respect to its differeliteons.

« The 1611 Holy Bible with respect to supposedly atéd and obscure
language.

 The 1611 Holy Bible with respect to supposedly vwgram inferior readings,
such as‘charity” in 1 Corinthians 13righteousness” in Romans 5:18,
Revelation 19:8;'Jesus” in Acts 7:45, Hebrews 4:8faith” in Hebrews
10:23.

Observe again the precious words that the criticshwo dispose of:
“charity,” “righteousness’ “Jesus” “faith .”

It is as though the critics of the 1611 Holy Billlave in part fulfilled
Hebrews 6:6 by their undisguised contempt for thecipus words
“charity,” “righteousness’ “Jesus” “faith .”

“They crucify to themselves the Son of God afresind put him to an open
shame”

Once again,'the Anvil of God’s word” has broken all the hammers that beat
against it. Se&he Critics’ Den in the main body of this work.

Epilogue— The Supposedly Preferable NKJV

Various ‘conservative’ fundamentalists who eschie& NIV nevertheless promote
the NKJV as a fitting substitute for the 1611 HBIple, even though they concede
that the NKJV has blemishes.

The truth is that the NKJV has many blemishes tthetritics ignore.
Satanic Logo

The critics of the 1611 Holy Bible ignore the satab66 logo that is found on the
inside page of the NKJ¥,

Corrupt Old Testament Sources

The critics of the 1611 Holy Bible ignore the fdlat the sources for the NKJV
Old Testament are the corrupt Leningrad Codex a@hdrcerroneous documents
such as the Greek LXX Septuagint, not the tradaiden Chayyim Hebrew Text
of the KIB®. Table A2 lists exampl&sof NKJV/NIV Old Testament errors.
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Table A2
AV1611 Received Text versus NKJV/NIV Old TestamenErrors
Verse AV1611 NKJV/NIV
Leviticus 19:16 blood life
1 Samuel 25:8 a goodday a feastday/a_festiveime
1 Chronicles 6:28 Vashni Joel
Psalm 4:4 Stand in awe and sin not _g_gs%chdL igfsc:ﬁ not sin/in yoy
Psalm 30:4 his holiness His holy name
Psalm 43:1 Judgeme, O God Vindicateme, O God
The royal daughter is all
Psalm 45:13 The_ klng’s_ dgughter is all glor!ous ywthln th_e paladé_\ll '
glorious within glorious is the princess within
her chamber
Psalm 113:7 dunghill ash heap

Ecclesiastes 12:11

masters of assemblies

words of scholars/their
collected sayings

Isaiah 1:27

converts

penitents/penitent ones

Isaiah 7:16

abhorrest

dread

Jeremiah 1:17

gird up thy loins

prepare yourself/Get yourself

ready
Lamentations 5:10| black hot
Ezekiel 5:17 evil beasts wild beasts

| will recompense their deefds
Ezekiel 9:10 | will recompense their way will bring down on their own

heads what they have done
Ezekiel 9:11 reported_the matter \r;éorc()jrted_baclbrought_back
Ezekiel 16:46 left hand...right hand the north...the south
Obadiah 12 the day that he became a the day of his captivitthe day

stranger

of his misfortune

By inspection, Table A2 lists 18 Old Testament gerehere the NKJV is in error,
along with the NIV that the NKJV supporters regetan inferior translation

r
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Non-‘Majority’ New Testament Source

The critics of the 1611 Holy Bible ignore the fdlsed of the NKJV editors’ claim
that the main source for the NKJV New Testamettiesactual Majority Text.

The NKJV’'s main Greek source consists of Hermann $oden’s incomplete
1913 collation of 414 cursive Greek manuscriptg, ajua total of over 5000+, or
just 8% of available Greek manuscrfts Moreover, von Soden was strongly
biased towards the Alexandrian or Critical TexMééstcott and Hort's RV, used
later for the NIV, TNIV, not the Received Greek Téxat underlies the 1611 Holy
Bible New Testamefft Von Soden devoted most of his efforts to idgiriif
manuscripts that contained Alexandrian readingeatsof those of the Traditional
Text. His so-called ‘Majority’ Text underlying thBIKJV New Testament is
therefore skewed towards the Alexandrian Text amayafrom the Received Text
of the 1611 Holy Bible New Testament. As a restié NKJV ‘Majority’ Texf?
shows almost 1900 departures from the Received Omom which the KIB New
Testament is based. This ‘Majority’ Text actualtynits such scriptures as
Matthew 27:35, Acts 8:37, 9:5, 6, 10:6b, 1 John &ithough the NKJV retains
them.

Yet the NKJV New Testament repeatedly follows thiex&ndrian Text of the
NIV, which text von Soden favored above the Readiliext, as Table A3 sholis
% without any marginal note or other explanatiorihte effect that it has done so,
which is misleading for readers.

In sum, the NKJV isiota ‘King James Version.’
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Table A3
AV1611 Received Text versus NKJV/NIV Alexandrian/Citical Text
Verse AV1611 NKJV NIV
Matthew 5:37 communication OMIT OMIT
Mark 2:21 that filled it up OMIT OMIT
Luke 1:35 of thee OMIT OMIT
John 15:13 aman OMIT OMIT
John 19:16 therefore OMIT OMIT
Do not be :

John 20:27 ?a_r;'[(]rl1?ee320t unbelieving Stop doubting
Acts 2:42 andin breaking of | in the breaking of | tothe breaking of

bread bread bread
Acts 5:24 of them OMIT OMIT
Acts 7:2 Men OMIT, US Edition OMIT
Acts 11:11 And, behold OMIT OMIT
Acts 13:38 men OMIT OMIT
Acts 15:23 after this manner OMIT OMIT
Acts 16:24 Who OMIT OMIT
Acts 16:37 but, second time OMIT OMIT
Acts 19:9 oneTyrannus Tyrannus Tyrannus
Acts 19:39 (rfgtf;?mg other any other_inquiry anythingfurther
Acts 22:1 Men OMIT, US Edition OMIT
2 Corinthians 3:14| which vail becausehe veil becauseit
2 Corinthians 4:14| by Jesus with Jesus _withlesus
Philippians 2:9 aname thename _thename
1 Thessalonians 1j1 Paul, andSilvanus| Paul, Silvanus Paul, Silvanus
Hebrews 1.6 And let Let Let
1 Peter 1:8 in whom OMIT OMIT
2 John 7 enteredinto gone outnto gone outinto
Revelation 6:11 white robes a white robe awhite robe
Revelation 22:12 shall be OMIT OMIT

By inspection, Table A3 shows that the NKJV folloti® Alexandrian/Critical
Text of the NIV in at least 26 versagithout notifying its readers
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Some changes e.g. with respect to the wardl” may seem slight but as G. W.
and D. E. Anderson statihe loss of this word tends to disrupt the flowtlodught

in many passages. More importantly, however, tbelws found in the [Received
Text] Greek; therefore, there is no reason whyhowdd be omitted from the

English”

Table A4° lists further errors in the NKJV/NIV. Note thatTimothy 6:10, 20
have been inserted from Dr Ruckman’s béddiout The “New” King James Bihle

Table A4

AV1611 versus NKJV/NIV Additional Errors
Verse AV1611 NKJIV/NIV
Matthew 6:22 single good
Matthew 15:32 fasting hungry
Matthew 22:10 wedding wedding hall
Luke 11:34 single good
Luke 11:54 out of his mouth something he might say
John 10:6 unto them OMIT
Acts 18:6 opposed themselves opposed hirfopposed Paul
Acts 27:14 against it OMIT
2 Corinthians 7:2 | receive us Open.your heartto us/Make

room for us in your hearts

Christ is become of no effect

You have become estranged

Galatians 5:4 unto you frqm Christ/You...have been
alienated fronChrist
Philippians 3:8 dung rubbish
supposing that godliness is a
1 Timothy 6:5 supposing that gain is means of gawwho that
godliness godliness is a means to

financial gain

1 Timothy 6:10

love of money is the root of al
evil

love of money is a root of all
kinds of evil

1 Timothy 6:20 science knowledge
Hebrews 3:16 howbeit not all was it not all?/were they not a
Revelation 2:22 bed sickbed/bed of suffering

Revelation 16:16

he gathered them together

theygathered themNIV the
king9 together
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By inspection, Table A4 lists 17 more verses wlieeeNKJV/NIV are in error.

Attacks on Deity

The critics of the 1611 Holy Bible ignore the rejgehattacks by the NKJV on
Deity. Table A5 lists examples, showing the NKJWNboth attack Deity.

1%

13%

Table A5
God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ, AV1611 wsus NKJV/NIV
Verse AV1611 NKJV/NIV
Genesis 17:1 | am the Almighty God | am Almighty God
. _ The LORD, he is th&5od; “The LORD, He is God! Th
1Kings 1839 1he'LORD, he is théSod LORD, He is God!”
. He is Godthe God who is in
Ezra 1.3 he is_ theGod Jerusaleni.e. notthe God
. T_hemig_hty God, The Might Everlastin
Isaiah 9:6 ev_erlastlng Father_The = a?h e)r/, ?3?310 e o?‘ sga CS
Prince of Peace
Ezekiel 10:5 the Almighty God Almighty God
Daniel 9:25 the Messiah Messiah NIV the Anointed
Matthew 27:4 the innocent blood innocent blood
Acts 3:13 his SonJesus His Servantlesus
Acts 3:26 his SonJesus His Servantlesus
Acts 4:27 thy holy child Jesus Your holy Servanlesus
Acts 4:30 thy holy child Jesus Your holy Servanlesus
Jesus- revealing the Lord’s Joshua- detracting from the
Acts 7:45 Old Testament appearancep, Lord’s Old Testament
Micah 5:2 appearances, Micah 5:2
our great God andavior
: _ the great God and Our JeSL?s Christ Jesus Christ ig
Titus 2:13 Saviour Jesus Christ Jesus I .
Christ is God of all God of Christians only, in
support of New Age doctrin
Hebrews 4:8 Jesus See comment for Joshua See comment for
Acts 7:45 Acts 7:45
: our God andSavior Jesus
2Peter11 |  Chise Josts Christis God|  CIist Jesus Chiistis God

of all, as in Titus 2:13

of Christians only, as in Titu
2:13

S
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By inspection, Table A5 shows that the NKJV, alamigh the NIV, attacks the
Deity of God the Father and the Lord Jesus Chidstirhes in 14 of the 15 verses
listed and 18 times in total in the 15 versesdiste

Following Rome and Watchtower, with the NIV

The critics of the 1611 Holy Bible ignore repeaiadtances where the NKJV,
together with the NIV, follows the JB, the JerusalBible of the Catholic Church
and the NWT, New World Translation of the Watchtowelt against the 1611
Holy Bible, as Table A6 shows. The verses havenlmsected from a leaflet
published a few years ago by a KJB critic who thdugat the AV1611 readings
that follow should be changed to the modern readaigp listed below.

Table A6

‘X’ Marks the Spot — The AV1611 versus the NKJV, NV, Rome, Watchtower
Key:
JB: Jerusalem Bible
NWT: New World Translation
John 1:32-1 Peter 1:11: the Spirit‘d’s, “itself” to“he” , “himself”
Acts 12:4: “Easter” to “Passover”
Genesis 44:7-Galatians 6:14‘God forbid” to e.g."Never may that happen”
Titus 2:13: “the great God and our Saviourto

“our great God and Savior”
2 Peter 1:1: “God and our Saviour”to “Our God and Savior”
Acts 1:20: “bishoprick” to “office” or similar

Acts 19:37: “churches” to “temples”
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Table A6
‘X’ Marks the Spot — The AV1611 versus the NKJV, NV, Rome, Watchtower

Verse JB NWT NIV NKJIV
John 1:32
Romans 8:16
Romans 8:26
1 Peter 1:11
Acts 12:4

Genesis 44:7

Genesis 44:17
Joshua 22:29
Joshua 24:16

1 Samuel 12:23

1 Samuel 14:45
1 Samuel 20:2
Job 27:5

Luke 20:16
Romans 3:4
Romans 3:6
Romans 3:31
Romans 6:2
Romans 6:15
Romans 7.7
Romans 7:13
Romans 9:14
Romans 11:1
Romans 11:11
1 Corinthians 6:15
Galatians 2:17
Galatians 3:21
Galatians 6:14
Titus 2:13

2 Peter 1:1
Acts 1:20
Acts 19:37
Against AV1611 9

X[ X

XXX X[ XXX XXX X[ X[

XXX XXX X[ X X

XXX XXX XXX X X X [ X

XXX XXX X X XXX X X XX XXX XXX X XX

XXX XXX X XX XX X X X XXX
X XXX XX X X X XXX XX X X X XXX XX XX XX XX [ XXX

XXX
XXX [X

=

% 84 % 97 % 94 %
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By inspection, Table A6 shows that the NKJV depfmds the AV1611 in 30 of
the 32 verses listed, almost as often as the Nith 84 departures and even more
than Rome, JB, 29 departures and Watchtower, NWWhepartures.

The NKJV is nevertheless in distinct agreement wiRbme, the NIV and
Watchtower with respect to manmade changes in@thé Holy Bible.

Child Molesters’ Cover-up

It can also be shown that like the NIV, TNIV anche&t modern versions, the
NKJV covers up for child molesters in Genesis 182019:13.

Genesis 18:20-21, 19:13 in the 1611 Holy Bible read

“And the LORD said, Because_the cry of Sodom andn@wrah is great and
because their sin is very grievous; | will go dowow, and see whether they have
done altogether according to the cry of iwvhich is come unto me; and if not, |
will know.”

“For we will destroy this place, because the crytbém is waxen great before the
face of the LORD and the LORD hath sent us to destroy’it

Note Genesis 19:4-5, which read:

“But before they lay down,_the men of the cityven the men of Sodom,
compassed the house round, both old and youad] the people from every
guarter. And they called unto Lot, and said unto him, Wheare the men which
came in to thee this night? bring them out unto ubat we may know therh

Genesis 18:20, 19:4-5, 13 show the cry of Sodom and Gomorrahivas that
of abused childré. The 1611 Holy Bible therefore establishes thgsaal link
between sodomites and child molesters.

Genesis 18:20-21, 19:13 in the NKJV read:

“And the LORD said, “Because the outcry against @&adand Gomorralis great,
and because their sin is very grave, | will go davaw and see whether they have
done altogether according to the outcry againghét has come to Me; and if not,
| will know.””

“For we will destroy this place, because the outegainst themhas grown great
before the face of the LORD, and the LORD hasisetd destroy it.”

The sense of Genesis 19:4-5 in the NKJV is the smsribat of the KJB.

What is significant is that nootitcry against Sodom and Gomorrals’ described
in Genesis 18, 19 or anywhere else in scripturdie Tities and towns in the
vicinity of Sodom and Gomorrah were committing gsme sins as Sodom and




46

Gomorrah and God destroyed them all, except foditthe city of Zoar, at Lot’s
request, Genesis 19:20-23. The abomination of mgdeviticus 18:22, 20:13,
Ezekiel 16:49, 50, was of course sufficient inlittée have brought down God'’s
judgement as Jude 7 shows, see below. It willdsnain the End Times, Luke
17:28-30. Genesis 18:20, 19:4-5, 13, however, sthatvthe evils of sodomy and
child molestation invariably go together.

Note the following verses on God’s destructioritbé cities of the plain” Genesis
19:29.

“Then the LORD rained upon Sodom and upon Gomorrdimstone and fire
from the LORD out of heaven; And he overthrew thosiges, and all the plain,
and all the inhabitants of the citiesand that which grew upon the ground”
Genesis 19:24-25.

“And it came to pass, when_God destroyed the citidésthe plain that God
remembered Abraham, and sent Lot out of the midkthe overthrow, when he
overthrew the cities in the which Lot dwelGenesis 19:29.

“And that the whole land thereof is brimstone, arghlt, and burning that it is
not sown, nor beareth, nor any grass groweth therelike the overthrow of
Sodom, and Gomorrah, Admah, and Zeboim, which th@RD overthrew in his
anger, and in his wratli’ Deuteronomy 29:23.

“Even as_Sodom and Gomorrhand the cities about them in like mannegiving
themselves over to fornication, and going afterastge flesh, are set forth for an
example, suffering the vengeance of eternal firéide 7.

No “outcry against Sodom and Gomorrals' mentioned in any of the passages
that describe God’s overthrow 6fhe cities of the plain” God went down
becauséthe cry of Sodom and Gomorrah is greatind therefore ttsee whether
they have done altogether_according to the cry of inot according to any
“outcry against it”

The NKJV, along with the NIV, TNIV, has therefor@vwered up for child
molesters and thereby obscured the link betweeonsibels and child molesters.

Moreover, so great was God’s anger against SodamGaomorrah that the Lord
gave the inhabitants rispace to repent’Revelation 2:21even though repentance
by the sodomites was possible

“And thou, Capernaum, which art exalted unto heaveshalt be brought down to
hell: for if the mighty works, which have been done thee, had been done in
Sodom, it would have remained until this daatthew 11:23.
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It could therefore rightly be said to the new venseditors thatYe have sinned a
great sin” Exodus 32:30 in covering up for the sodomites abithal child
molesters.

In short, the NKJV, along with the NIV, TNIV, is laeinous translation for its
readings in Genesis 18:20-21, 19:13.

In addition, Tables A2-A6 show that the NKJV is @rfous translation all round,
identifying at least 106 verses where the NKJV dispa error from the 1611 Holy
Bible, repeatedly in association with Rome, the N&vid Watchtower. Dr
Ruckman has identified 41 more verses, from thekbanf Job and Proverbs,
where the NKJV is in error. Terry Watkins has added 55 additional verses
where the NKJV is in error. Sdavaluable Source®elow, About The “New”
King James Bibldy Dr Peter S. Ruckman a@bunterfeitby Terry Watkins.

In sum, the NKJV:
« Sports a satanic 666 logo.
» Uses corrupt Old Testament sources.
* Uses a ‘Majority’ Text New Testament source thatasthe Majority Text.
» Repeatedly switches to the Alexandrian/Critical fhexhout notification
» Repeatedly attacks Deity.
» Repeatedly matches Rome, NIV, Watchtoagainstthe AV1611.
» Covers up for child molesting sodomites, who yétesuGod’s fire, Jude 7.

In conclusion, the NKJV is an apostate, sataniat#teit that is not a ‘KJV’ and
never will be.

Invaluable Sources

The following sources will provide much additionalvaluable material on the
heinous NKJV.

1. Final Authority, Chapter XVII,The Cutting Edge of Apostasy

2. About The “New” King James Bibley Dr Peter S. Ruckman, Bible Baptist
Bookstore, 1983

Dr Ruckman rightly refers to the NKJV as the JF&try Falwell Version,
after one of that version’s main promoters, whalg remembered as the
leader of the Moral Majorif}} in the USA, a short-lived evangelical
Christian political movement in the 1970s-1980s.



48

Dr Ruckman’s book documents numerous errors inNKdV where its

readings depart from the Text of the 1611 Holy 8jbhcluding Job 1:1,
3:7, 8, 26, 4:4, 17, 13:8, 12, 27, 28, 24:24, 263%,30:29, 32:15-16, 35:3,
38:19, 20, 41:25, Proverbs 1:4, 5, 6, 32, 2:1,:8, 11, 16, 8:17, 12:4,
14:12, 15:4, 19:24, 20:1, 2, 24, 21:27, 25:25, 2630:31, Romans 1:18,
25, 2 Corinthians 2:17, 1 Thessalonians 5:22, 1oty 6:5, 10, 20; 48
verses in all and the list is not exhaustive.

NKJV Nonsensdy Daryl R. Coats, Soldiers in Training, Blessedpkl
Baptist Church, P.O. Box 1172, Natchitoches, LAS&4172, 1992, also
available from the Bible Baptist Bookstore

Counterfeitby Terry Watkinsywww.av1611.org/nkjv.htmi

This work extensively documents the satanic navfitie NKJV logo and
lists NKJV errors in 2 Samuel 22:6, Job 11:8, 26°6alm 16:10, 18:5,
86:13, 116:3, Isaiah 5:14, 14:15, 28:15, 18, 53d@nah 2:2, Matthew
11:23, 16:18, Luke 10:15, 16:23, Acts 2:27, 31, &tatwon 1:18, 6:8,
20:13, 14; 23 verses whertell” has been changed ttsheol” or
“Hades.” The tract discusses many other NKJV errors intiathél verses
that include Genesis 2:18, 22:8, 24:7, Ezra 8:3&Ir® 109:6, Matthew
7:14, 12:40, 18:26, 20:20, Mark 13:6, Luke 21:8n)&:3, 4:24, 14:2, Acts
17:22, 24:14, Romans 16:18, 1 Corinthians 1:21, @3, 9:27, 2
Corinthians 2:10, 5:17, 10:5, 11:6, Galatians 2Tfys 3:10, 2 Peter 2:1, 1
John 3:16, 5:13, Revelation 2:13, 6:14; a furtiewv@rses, 55 in total.

NKJV Death Certificatdy Gail Riplinger,
www.avpublications.com/avnew/home.html

This work describes the 666 logo of the NKJV, listany verses revealing
the more difficult words used by the NKJV to satighe derivative
copyright law and many more verses revealing changethe KJB that
show how the NKJV demotes the Lord Jesus Christthedsodhead and
promotes works/progressive salvation for the Ciamnstthe heresy of
pantheism, the mark of the beast and the one whideh Age’ religion
with self-esteemed i.e. sinful standards of indialdbehavior.

The New King James Bibley A. & M. McBride, 61 Sealstown Road,
Mallusk, Co. Antrim, N. Ireland, BT36 4QU, Tel: 02883 2524

Three Modern VersionBy Alan J. Macgregor, The Bible League, 2004,
Chapter 7www.bibleleaguetrust.org/publications.html

An Examination of the New King James Version, PRri&sby A. Hembd,
MACS,
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www.trinitarianbiblesociety.org/site/articles/ahwkjpdf,
www.trinitarianbiblesociety.org/site/articles/ahnRjpdf

9. The New King James Version, A CritigueMalcolm H. Watts,
www.trinitarianbiblesociety.org/site/articles/al28f

10. What Today’s Christian Needs To Know About The Nemg James
Versionby G. W. & D. E. Anderson,
www.trinitarianbiblesociety.org/site/articles/ali6f

11. The King James Version of 1611, The Myth of Eadyistonsby Bro.
David F. Reagan. Bro. Reagan studies change®tdWi611 Text in the
Book of Ecclesiastes made by the NKJV and highéighe errors of these
changes. He statégquity, which is a trait of godliness, becomesliski
(2:21). The world becomes eternity (3:11). Mathaut God is no longer
a beast but just like a beast (3:18). The cleafemence to deity in
Ecclesiastes 5:8 (“he that is higher than the higffieis successfully
removed (“higher official”). But since successabat wisdom is supposed
to bring us (10:10), this must be progress. Atste@od is keeping the
scholars busy (5:20). Probably the most reveabihghe above mentioned
changes is the last one listed where “the mastérassemblies” become
“scholars” [12:11] According to the New King James, “the words of
scholars are like well-driven nails, given by orfeefSherd.” The masters
of assemblies are replaced by the scholars whorbedhe source of the
Shepherd’s words. That is what these scholarsavidkg us to think, but it
IS not true.”
www.angelfire.com/la2/prophetl/kjv2.html

Paul states in 2 Corinthians 13:1 tHhkt the mouth of two or three withesses
shall every word be establishéd The above list will provide an abundance of
material to fulfil 2 Corinthians 13:1.
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